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delivering judgment in a case where the defendant to an action
on a Canadian judgment pleaded unsuccessfully the refusal of
the Canadian court to admit evidence of a certain fraud which,
had it been admitted, would indubitably have disproved his
liability, said:1
'In any view of it, the judgment appears, according to our law, to be
clearly wrong, but that of course is not enough: Godard v. Gray,2 and
whatever the expression "contrary to natural justice", which is used in
so many cases, means (and there really is very little authority indeed as
to what it does mean), I think that it is not enough to say that a decision
is very wrong, any more than it is merely to say that it is wrong. It is not
enough, therefore, to say that the result works injustice in the particular
case, because a wrong decision always does.'
The expression 'contrary to natural justice' has, however, concept of
figured so prominently in judicial statements that it is essential f
to fix, if possible, its exact scope. The only statement that can
be made with any approach to accuracy is that in the present
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context the expression is confined to something glaringly de-
fective in the procedural rules of the foreign law.3 As Denman ?ar*
C.J. said in an early case:
'That injustice has been done is never presumed, unless we see in
the clearest light that the foreign law, or at least some part of the
proceedings of the foreign court, are repugnant to natural justice: and
this has often been made the subject of inquiry in our courts.'4
In other words, what the courts are vigilant to watch is that
the defendant has not been deprived of an opportunity to
present his side of the case.5 The wholesome maxim audi
alteram partem is deemed to be of universal, not merely of
domestic, application. The problem, in fact, has been narrowed
down to two cases.
The first is 'that of assumed jurisdiction over absent de-
fendants. The English courts are reluctant to criticize the pro-
cedural rules of foreign countries on this matter and will not
measure their fairness by reference to the English equivalents,
1	Robinson v. Fcnner, [1913] 3 K.B. 835, 842.
2	(1870), L.R. 6 £>.B. 139; supra, p. 664.
3	See the judgment of Bramwell B. in Crawley v. Isaacs (i 867), 16 L.T. 529.
For a foil review of the subject see Piggott, Foreign Judgments (2nd ed.),
pp, 167-74.
4	Henderson v. Henderson (1844), 6 Q.B. 288, 298.
* Jacolson v. Fraction (1928), 138 L.T. 386, 390 (Lord Hanworth), 392
(Atkin L.J.); Buchanan v. Rucker (i 808), 9 East 192; Ruddv. Rudd, [1924] P. 72.

